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Desar 8ir:

Opinion Number Q-4968
Ret Does the declee of the couxt

f1dalgo. County now propeses to issue re-
g bondy to) refund the dedt validated by

decred \will dover the refunding bonds,
"Por your convenience we are snclosing a

copy of the Commisszioners! GCourt ordnr author-
izing the issuance of these bonds."
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We have read the ¢copy of the Final Decree 1n the cause

of John Farson et z2l., M. L. Benedum v, Hidalj o County, Nos.

£356 sand 236, in Equity, Conaclidated, by the United States Dia~
triot Court for the Southern Distriet of Texas, dated the 1léth

NG COMMUNICATION I8 TO B CONSTRURD AS A DEFARTMINTAL OFINION UNLESS APPR

OVED BY THE ATTORNEY GENTRAL OR FIRST ASSISTANY
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day of July, A. D. 1932, in which all of the bonds and ware
rants which were then bein: refunded were expressly vali-
dated, It appears that the proposed refunding bonds are to
be issued to refund the outstanding refunding bonds which
also were validated by that decres. The order of the Come
missioners' Court of Hidalgo County, passed on the 9th day

of November, 1942, authorising the issuance of the proposed
refunding bonds, refers specifiscally to the deoree of the
Pederal Court above mentioned in which the original indedt-
edneas was validated, and also contains the following recital:
Trhat in addition to all other rizhts secured to them, the
holder or holders of these bonds is and are subrogated to all
the rights and privileges sgainst Hidalgoe County had and pos-
sessed by the holders of the obligations hereby refunded and
specifically to the rights and privileges adjudicated and con-
ferred by that certain deores rendered by the United States
Distriot Court, for the Southern Distrioct of Texas, Brownasville
Division, on the 16th day of July, 1932, and all decrees sup-
plemental thereto, in the oonsolidated suits, Numbers 235 and
256, in Equity.®

Inasmuoh as the proposed refunding bonds create no neow
debt but econstitute new evidences of the same dobt which was
validated, and, further, in view of the fact that the holders
of the new refunding bonds, in addition to all other rights
secured therein, are subrogated to all of the rights held and
possessed by the holders of the origina) indebtedneas refundeqd,
it is our opinion that the deerse of the Federal Court would
epply to the proposed refunding bonds. "Bonds issued to refund
valid outstanding indebtednoss do not oreate new indebtedness®.
Dallas County v. Lockhart, 96 8. W, (24) €0,
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